The aim of the current study was to gather validation evidence for the Comprehension of Written Grammar (CWG; Easterbrooks, 2010) receptive test of 26 grammatical structures of English print for use with children who are deaf and hard of hearing (DHH). Reliability and validity data were collected for 98 participants (49 DHH and 49 hearing) in Grades 2-6. The objectives were to: (a) examine 4-week test-retest reliability data; and (b) provide evidence of known-groups validity by examining expected differences between the groups on the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test, as well as selected structures. Results indicated excellent test-retest reliability estimates for CWG test scores. DHH participants performed statistically significantly lower on the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test than the hearing participants. Significantly lower performance by DHH participants on most expected grammatical structures (e.g., basic sentence patterns, auxiliary "be" singular/plural forms, tense, comparatives, and complementation) also provided known groups evidence. Overall, the findings of this study showed strong evidence of the reliability of scores and known group-based validity of inferences made from the CWG.
Currently, four formal assessments are available that were designed to assess aspects of language, including English grammar structures, for students who are DHH (Bennett, Gardner, & Rizzi, 2014; Jamieson & Simmons, 2003) . The first assessment is the Test of Syntactic Abilities (TSA; Quigley, Steinkamp, Power, & Jones, 1978) , which is designed for 10-18 year olds and is a multiple-choice assessment that determines strengths or weaknesses in nine basic English language structures (e.g., negation, question formation, relativization, nominalization). The TSA takes approximately 60 min to administer.
A second assessment is the Rhode Island Test of Language Structure (RITLS; Engen & Engen, 1983 ) that assesses the comprehension of syntax for hearing and DHH students from 3 to 17 years of age. The students point to one of three pictures representing the stimulus sentence of 20 spoken or signed grammatical structures (e.g., simple sentence patterns, imperatives, negatives, passives). This test takes approximately 30 min to administer.
The third assessment is the Grammatical Analysis of Elicited Language (GAEL) used to test the expressive and receptive use of English language and syntactic knowledge by requiring examinees to repeat what the examiner has stated. The GAEL was developed for use with students who are DHH and use listening and spoken language for communication, but has minimal data on children who use sign language. The GAEL has a pre-Sentence Level (Moog, Kozak, & Geers, 1983) designed for 3-6 year olds; a Simple Sentence Level (Moog & Geers, 1985) and Complex Sentence Level (Moog & Geers, 1980) , both designed for 5-9 year olds.
These first three measures are at least 25 years old, and measure no more than 20 grammatical structures (Jamieson & Simmons, 2003) . A fourth, more recently developed measure is the Comprehension of Written Grammar (CWG; Easterbrooks, 2010) test, which was designed for use with children who are DHH to document their ability to read sentences written in targeted grammatical contexts. For each item, the examinee reads a sentence him/herself that corresponds to an English grammar structure and chooses which one of three illustrations best matches the grammatical meaning of the sentence. The age range suitable for this test is estimated to be 7-11 year olds. The CWG is the focus of this study.
Comprehension of Written Grammar Test
The CWG assesses the comprehension of print, which typically leads to an increase in reading comprehension (Kelly, 1996) . Teachers of students who are DHH need assessment tools that pinpoint areas of weakness in syntactic knowledge of English print to help guide effective instruction of English grammar (Mayer & Trezek, 2011) .
The CWG test (Easterbrooks, 2010) includes a manual, vocabulary pretest, record form, and main test (Cannon, Easterbrooks, Gagné, & Beal-Alvarez, 2011) . The vocabulary pretest was created to ensure that examinees understand the vocabulary used in the test and that vocabulary knowledge does not interfere with the examinee's ability to comprehend the grammatical structures in the test sentences. Vocabulary for the pretest was selected from the CWG main test items. The vocabulary in the main test is repetitive and utilizes high frequency words (e.g., Mom, baby, girl, boy) to minimize the focus on word knowledge and increase the likelihood of prior knowledge of the vocabulary. This reduces the amount of the simultaneous demands on the working memory capacity (Baddeley & Hitch, 1974; LaSasso & Metzger, 1998; Trezek et al., 2010) and increases the likelihood that the results are dependent upon the syntactic knowledge (Kelly, 1996 (Kelly, , 2003 Spencer & Marschark, 2010) of the examinee rather than the prior knowledge of the vocabulary used (Kelly, 1996) .
There are 26 grammatical structures (see Table 1 for definitions and examples) assessed in the 52-item test, with each structure presented in two different sentences. The test takes approximately 20 min to administer and each item is dichotomously scored as correct or incorrect. The CWG is intended to provide teachers with information that highlights learners' strengths and weaknesses in English grammar, guides them in Individualized Education Program (IEP) goal and objective development, and instruction focused on increasing literacy skills.
Validity Evidence for the CWG
Before a test can be used with confidence in practice settings, it is important to provide evidence to support the intended interpretations from the test (Hubley & Zumbo, 2013 Hubley & Zumbo, 1996; . An important first step is to provide evidence of content validation (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014; Beck & Gable, 2001; Sireci, 1998) . Content validation examines the degree to which elements (e.g., item content, response format, instructions) of a measure such as the CWG are representative of the construct (i.e., comprehension of written grammar) and appropriate for a particular population (i.e., children who are DHH; Beck & Gable, 2001; Hubley & Palepu, 2007) . The most frequently used approach in establishing content validity is to recruit Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to judge the quality and representativeness of each element (Waltz, Strickland, & Lenz, 1991) .
Thus, Cannon and Hubley (2014) examined content validity evidence for the CWG by using 10 SMEs in the field of deaf education with extensive experience in teaching, assessment, and research to judge the usefulness of the vocabulary pretest, the clarity of the CWG administration and scoring instructions, the relevance of each of the included grammatical structures, the representativeness of the test sentences as examples of the grammatical structures, and the representativeness of the picture responses.
The vocabulary pretest was endorsed by the SMEs as important and easy to use, but several specific suggestions were collected to improve the instructions and the pictures. The title of the CWG was endorsed as clearly representative of the content of the test and, although it was not clear to all SMEs that the test was designed for students who are DHH, this was also not viewed as an important issue. Administration of the CWG was endorsed as clear, and the record form as easy to use. SMEs provided specific feedback on how to improve scoring directions for the test.
Although all 60 of the test sentences used in the original version of the CWG to represent the 30 grammatical structures were endorsed by the SMEs, providing strong support for this element of the test, consideration was given to whether all of the grammatical structures were needed. Based on the SME feedback, four structures (i.e., irregular plurals, dative movement, medial relative clause, final relative clause) were removed, leaving 26 grammatical structures in the current version.
The original version of the CWG also contained 180 pictures as part of the response options (1 correct response and 2 distractors by guest on November 4, 2016 http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/ Downloaded from per item). Overall, the majority of the pictures (147 out of 180) were endorsed as good or excellent representations of test sentences or distractors. The pictures that received an endorsement of less than .80 among the SMEs were reviewed and a graphic designer used SMEs' comments to complete revisions of 32 pictures. This is an important piece of the content validation because if students are confused by the pictures, then the CWG may not be assessing their knowledge of the particular grammatical structure but rather some other content irrelevant feature. Clarity in expressing or representing an action was a recurrent theme among problematic pictures. Some of the SMEs' feedback involved simple additions or deletions from the pictures to improve the clarity of what is happening in the picture or avoid misinterpreting information in the picture. The results of Cannon and Hubley's (2014) study provided strong evidence from just one source of validity to support the inferences made from CWG vocabulary and main test scores.
Purpose of the Study
The goal of the current study was to build on existing content validity evidence (Cannon & Hubley, 2014) by examining (a) 4-week test-retest reliability of the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test scores, and (b) known-groups validation evidence for the CWG vocabulary pretest, main test, and selected grammatical structures scores with age-and gender-matched hearing and DHH students in grades 2 to 6 (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014; Hubley & Zumbo, 2013) . Additional information was collected on CWG test completion times and demographic information from the participants' teachers. The grade range was selected based on the reading level necessary to complete the test items, results of previous research (Cannon et al., 2011; Easterbrooks, 2010) , and because hearing students in these age ranges typically have a working knowledge of grammar. It was important to examine the reliability of CWG responses for each group to provide evidence of the expected repeatability of scores across a period of time when performance was not expected to change.
Test-retest reliability of CWG responses was important to examine for each group to provide evidence of the expected repeatability of scores across a period of time when performance was not expected to change (i.e., 4 weeks). Known-groups validity is a form of construct validity evidence in which a measure is administered to two or more groups that are hypothesized to differ in their performance on the measure in specific ways because of known characteristics of the groups (Polit & Beck, 2008) . Knowngroups validity was examined in this study because of the documented difference in language levels between some hearing and some DHH children, with many children who are DHH showing a gap as much as four grade levels behind that of their hearing peers (Gallaudet Research Institute, 2011; Kyle & Harris, 2010) . Given these known differences between the groups it is expected that students who are DHH will perform significantly less well than hearing students on the CWG vocabulary pretest, test, and selected grammatical structures.
The expectation that there will be a difference between the groups is based on previous research reports that many students who are DHH experience delays in English grammar acquisition (e.g., Berent, 1996; Cannon & Kirby, 2013; Kluwin, 1982; Power & Quigley, 1973; Wilbur, Goodhart, & Montandon, 1983) . College students who are DHH have been found to struggle with English structures that are typically mastered by hearing children by 8-10 years of age (e.g., intransitive and transitive verbs, Berent, Kelly, Albertini, & Toscano, 2013; control structures, Chomsky, 1969; passives, Horgan, 1978) . The literature suggests differences between hearing and DHH students on the following specific grammatical structures (see Cannon & Kirby, 2013 for a full review): (a) Verbal system (i.e., intransitive verbs, copula "be", passives, and tense; Berent et al., 2013; Cannon & Kirby, 2013; Power & Quigley, 1973; Wilbur et al., 1983) ; (b) Singular/plural (i.e., copula "be," auxiliary "be," and tense; Cannon & Kirby, 2013; ; (c) Comparatives (Wilbur et al., 1983) ; and (d) Complementation (i.e., for/to and noun phrase; . Mayer and Trezek (2011) in order to bridge the gap from research to practice (Bennett et al., 2014) . Assessment measures deemed effective can then be utilized to target weak grammar structures that require explicit, scaffolded instruction that utilizes evidence-based strategies.
Methods

Participants
Participants in the current study included 49 hearing children (20 boys, 29 girls) and 49 children who are DHH (24 boys, 25 girls) in Grades 2-6 who were recruited from three school districts within a large urban centre in western Canada. DHH participants were recruited from itinerant teachers in the general school system (38.8%), a School for the Deaf (34.7%), and resource classrooms in the general school system (26.5%). Participants' teacher of the DHH completed demographic information forms, and a summary is provided in Table 2 . Inclusionary criteria included: (a) mild to profound hearing loss, (b) does not receive services for a disability category other than DHH, (c) at least a pre-primer reading level, and (d) receiving services from a teacher of the DHH. The hearing participants were recruited from the general education classrooms within the same schools as the DHH participants. Participants in each group were matched by age. The children ranged in age from 7 to 11 years; the average age was 9;1 years (SD = 1.44) for the hearing children and 9;2 years (SD = 1.50) for the DHH children. Identical numbers of children were obtained across each grade level for each group. Among the children who are DHH, nearly half of the participants had a hearing level in the profound range and nearly one-third within the severe range. Approximately 65% of the participants used hearing aids (HA), a small percentage utilized only cochlear implants (CI; 10.2%), and 18.4% used both HAs and CIs. The majority of DHH participants (59.2%) used listening and spoken language as their preferred mode of communication, with the remainder using ASL (18.4%) or a combination of sign language and listening and spoken language (22.4%). Information was also collected from the teachers regarding the languages used in the home for the DHH participants. There were nine different languages (i.e., Cantonese, Dari, Farsi, Hindi, Polish, Portuguese, Punjabi, Vietnamese, and Arabic) reported as used in the home in variations with and without English. These demographics are typical for the demographic region (Pacific Northwest) in which the study took place, as the immigrant population from various international countries is a relatively high proportion of the population.
Procedures
Examiners for this study included two research assistants (third and fourth authors) and the primary researcher (first author). These examiners administered the CWG to the participants individually in a separate room in the examinees' respective schools. All examiners were proficient in the participants' preferred mode of communication (listening and spoken language, ASL, and/or simultaneous communication). The CWG was administered in the participant's preferred mode of communication at baseline (Time 1) and then 4 weeks later (Time 2). The 4-week time frame for test/retest was selected as participants would be unlikely to remember all of the test items a month later and would not typically make enough progress in their language development during this short time to affect the scores of the test.
Baseline (Time 1) began with the administration of the vocabulary pretest. The procedural guidelines for the pretest included showing participants a list of 14 targeted vocabulary words in print on the left hand side of the test page, with 14 pictures randomly placed on the remainder of the page. The examiner randomly pointed to a vocabulary word in the list and asked the examinee to point to the matching picture. Items were then dichotomously scored as correct or incorrect on the pretest record form. The total score ranged from 0 to 14. Examinees were instructed on the meaning of any words they did not know prior to administration of the main CWG test. The examiner pointed to the word missed, stated the word (via fingerspelling and/or spoken English depending on their preferred mode of communication), pointed to the correct picture, and then gave an example if the examinee still appeared not to understand the meaning. The examiner then administered the vocabulary pretest again to determine whether the examinee should continue to the CWG. Only the first administration was scored and used in analyses for this study (e.g., if a participant missed two words on the pretest and then received instruction on those words the score of 12 out of 14 was recorded). All participants were able to complete the pretest with 100% accuracy at Time 1 before moving on to the main test in the current study.
Examiners then administered the main test to the participants. Participants were instructed to read a test sentence that corresponds to an English grammar structure and point to which one of three illustrations best matched the grammatical meaning of the sentence. Examinees read the test sentences to themselves and were not required to use spoken English to read the sentences aloud, and/or use sign language to read the sentences. The CWG examined the receptive reading comprehension of the examinee, not the "through-the-air" expression of the examinee (Easterbrooks & Baker, 2002) . Each of the 52 items was dichotomously scored as correct or incorrect on the main record form. The total CWG score ranged from 0 to 52. The CWG required approximately 20 min to administer. The examiner stopped briefly on every 10th item so participants could receive a sticker as reinforcement and motivation to continue with the next set of items. Four weeks later (Time 2), examiners administered the vocabulary pretest and main test again to the same participants. The same procedures were followed as outlined for time 1 above. To ensure fidelity of the administration, approximately 20% (20 out of 98) of initial sessions were observed live by a second research assistant or the first author. No administration errors or inconsistencies were noted. A subsample was timed for completion of the entire test (i.e., instructions, pretest, main test, and reinforcers). No time limit for completion was given and all participants completed all items during each testing session.
Results
CWG Vocabulary Pretest and Test Completion Times
To determine how long the CWG test takes to complete, a subsample of 29 hearing children and 36 children who are DHH were timed. When examining the CWG completion times, the assumption of normality was violated. Because of this violation coupled with the sample sizes for the two subgroups not being equal and only one subgroup having more than 30 students, a parametric test could not be used. As per Ruxton (2006) and Zimmerman and Zumbo (1993) , the rank-transformed Welch t′-test was used. We found that, on average, the children who are DHH (M = 12.7 min, SD = 4.73 min., range = 7-25 min) took significantly longer to complete the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test than the hearing children (M = 10.5 min, SD = 3.15, range = 7-21 min), t′ (60.4) = −2.04, p < .05, d = 0.53), with a moderate effect size.
Test-Retest Reliability Estimates
A total of 49 hearing students and 49 students who are DHH were administered the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test at Time 1. Four weeks later, 47 hearing students and 48 students who are DHH were administered the test at Time 2 (three participants were absent during the second round of testing). The test-retest reliability of the vocabulary pretest scores over this interval was r = .05, n.s. for the hearing students and r = .92, p < .001 for the children who are DHH. The test-retest reliability of the CWG main test scores over the 4-week interval was r = .84, p < .001 for the hearing children and r = .96, p < .001 for the children who are DHH.
Known-Groups Validity Evidence for CWG Vocabulary Pretest and Main Test
When examining CWG vocabulary pretest and main test scores in the DHH and hearing participants, it was apparent that the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances were violated, sometimes to an extreme degree. Thus, we used a rank-transformed Welch unequal variances t-test to compare the scores of the hearing and DHH participants. It was expected that the DHH participants would perform significantly lower on the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test than the hearing participants. We found that the DHH participants showed statistically significantly poorer performance than hearing participants on both the vocabulary pretest (DHH: M rank = 40.1, SD rank = 26.47; hearing: M rank = 58.9, SD rank = 17.72, t′ (83.8) = 4.13, p < .001, d = 0.90) and main test scores (DHH: M rank = 36.6, SD rank = 27.38; hearing: M rank = 62.4, SD rank = 23.25, t′ (93.5) = 5.02, p < .001, d = 1.04).
1 In both cases, effect sizes show these differences to be large in magnitude.
Known-Groups Validity Evidence for Selected CWG Grammatical Structures
Some English grammar structures (e.g., basic sentence patterns, aspects of the verbal system, singular/plural tense sequencing, comparatives, and complementation) have been found to be particularly difficult for students who are DHH to acquire, as described above. Thus, we could expect DHH participants to perform significantly less well than hearing participants on the following CWG items (see Table 3 for category groupings): 2 (NP+Vi), 3 (NP + Vi + Adv-p), 6 (NP + be + Adj.), 7 (NP + be + Adv-p), 8 (NP + be + Adv-a), 9 (NP + be + NP), 10 (NP + be + [for + N]), 11 (is + ing), 12 (are + ing), 13 (was + ing), 14 (were + ing), 16 (Vh (idiomatic), 18 (comparative), 21 (reversible passive), 22 (nonreversible passive), 23 (for/to complement), 24 (adverbial clause), 25 (NP complement), and 26 (perfect tense).
The scores for the two test items for each of these 19 structures were summed and then the scores for the hearing and DHH groups were compared. As was found with the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test scores, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances were violated, sometimes to an extreme degree, with the structure scores. The rank-transformed Welch unequal variances t′-test was used to compare the scores of the hearing and DHH participants. Given the number of t-tests conducted, a somewhat stricter p-value of <.01 was used to control for Type I error. As shown in Table 3 , statistically significant differences with moderate to large effect sizes were found between hearing and DHH groups on 13 of the 19 grammatical structures. In two additional cases, the differences between hearing and DHH groups were marginally significant (p = .01) with moderate effect sizes. For all 19 structures, the DHH participants scored, on average, worse on the grammatical structure than did hearing participants.
Sex Differences on CWG Vocabulary Pretest and Main Test Scores
We also examined sex differences on the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test scores within each of the DHH and hearing participants. Because the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances were violated, sometimes to an extreme degree, we again used a rank-transformed Welch unequal variances t-test to compare the scores of boys and girls within each of the hearing and DHH groups. We found no significant sex differences on the CWG vocabulary pretest in either group (DHH boys: M rank = 25.6, SD rank = 13.96; DHH girls: M rank = 24.4, SD rank = 13.27, t′ (46.6) = 0.30, n.s., d = 0.09; Hearing boys: M rank = 23.1, SD rank = 11.48; Hearing girls: M rank = 26.3, SD rank = 8.07, t′ (31.7) = −1.09, n.s., d = 0.39). We also found no significant sex differences on the CWG main test scores in either group (DHH boys: M rank = 24.9, SD rank = 14.96; DHH girls: M rank = 25.1, SD rank = 13.89, t′ (46.4) = −0.07, n.s., d = 0.02; Hearing boys: M rank = 25.0, SD rank = 15.86; Hearing girls: M rank = 25.0, SD rank = 13.28, t′ (36.1) = 0.01, n.s., d = 0.003). The effect sizes show these differences to be trivial to small in magnitude.
by guest on November 4, 2016 http://jdsde.oxfordjournals.org/ Downloaded from Discussion Mayer and Trezek (2011) have argued that teachers of students who are DHH need targeted assessment tools that pinpoint areas of weakness in syntactic structures of English to guide them in scaffolding explicit instruction of grammar across diverse DHH learners. One assessment tool that may aid in this endeavour is the CWG test (Easterbrooks, 2010) because it measures a broad range of grammatical structures and provides results that give specific information to teachers about the grammatical structures some DHH students have struggled to master. Although there is content validity evidence to support inferences made from the CWG (Cannon & Hubley, 2014) , more reliability and validity evidence was needed before the test could be used with confidence in educational settings (Cannon et al., 2011) . The primary goals of the present study were to examine (a) 4-week test-retest reliability of CWG vocabulary pretest and main test scores, and (b) known-groups validation evidence for CWG vocabulary pretest, main test, and selected grammatical structures scores with hearing and DHH participants in Grades 2-6.
Test-Retest Reliability
For the DHH participants, the test-retest reliability over the 4-week interval was >.90 for both the CWG vocabulary pretest and main scores. Thus, scores obtained on the CWG showed excellent test-retest reliability estimates. For the hearing participants, the test-retest reliability over the same interval was .05 for the vocabulary pretest scores and .84 for the CWG scores. The low test-retest reliability for the vocabulary pretest scores of the hearing children is an artifact of the lack of variability in these scores, as nearly all of these children scored at or near ceiling (i.e., 13 or 14) on the test. The CWG main test showed satisfactory test-retest reliability estimates for the hearing participants. Overall, these results indicate that the CWG test appears to provide reliable grammar comprehension scores for students, ages 7-11.
Known Groups Validity
Total scores
The significantly poorer performance by children who are DHH relative to hearing children on the CWG vocabulary pretest and main test in this study reflects the known differences in performance on written grammar by these groups in the extant literature (e.g., Berent, 1996; Cannon et al., 2011; Cannon & Kirby, 2013; Easterbrooks & Baker, 2002; Edwards, Figueras, Mellanby, & Langdon, 2011; Kluwin, 1982; Power & Quigley, 1973; Wilbur et al., 1983) and provides strong evidence of validity supporting the interpretation of scores on this test.
Grammar structures
We also examined specific grammatical structures that have historically been found to be particularly difficult for some students who are DHH to acquire: (a) basic sentence patterns; (b), copula and auxiliary "be" singular/plural forms; (c), tense; (d) comparatives; and (e) complementation. We found statistically significant differences in each grouping consistent with previous research findings (Berent et al., 2013; Cannon & Kirby, 2013; Wilbur et al., 1983) , which again provides validity evidence in support of interpretations made from the CWG test.
Limitations and Future Directions
There are several limitations within the present study. One limitation is the relatively small sample size, particularly of participants who are DHH. As with many studies in this area, it can be a challenge to access large numbers of this population. Although prior research supported known-groups comparisons between hearing and DHH participants, it is crucial to examine differences with specific subgroups of students who are DHH (e.g., recruitment site, parental hearing status, or mode of communication) rather than one heterogeneous group, and we would recommend this in future research using larger sample sizes. Another limitation of this study is the lack of an independent measure of vocabulary. The vocabulary pretest of the CWG is administered to ensure that vocabulary knowledge does not interfere with children's ability to comprehend the grammatical structures in the test sentences. Examinees are instructed on the meaning of any words they do not know prior to administration of the main CWG test. As a result, we could not meaningfully examine the relationship between vocabulary scores and comprehension of written grammar scores. Although examining such a relationship was not the focus of the present study, an examination of this relationship would be useful and should be examined in future research. Teachers of the DHH historically spend the majority of instructional time on increasing students' vocabulary, but research shows that development of vocabulary and grammar support each other Prezbindowski & Lederberg, 2003) so instructional time should focus on both.
Finally, although we have presented test-retest reliability and known-groups validity evidence in this study that supplements previous content-related validity evidence and supports the intended inferences made from the CWG test, further validity evidence is still recommended. We encourage additional research that examines correlations between scores on the CWG test and scores on measures of more closely related (convergent) and less closely related (discriminant) constructs. Validation studies that make use of known intervention effects (pre-and post-intervention scores on the CWG test) would also bolster support for the validation of inferences from this measure.
Practical Application of the CWG Assessment Tool
The CWG assessment tool was developed to document the ability of children who are DHH to read sentences written in targeted grammatical contexts. Teachers could use the CWG as a way to improve educational planning for students who are DHH by pinpointing areas of weakness, as well as strengths, in their grammar comprehension In addition, teachers could use the results of the CWG to write IEP goals and objectives that would focus on areas of weaknesses and gaps in the grammar development of their students. Completion times indicate that the CWG takes an average of 13 min for students who are DHH and may be a relatively quick assessment tool that provides teachers with useful information about students' facility with written grammar, but does not greatly interfere with precious classroom instructional time.
The CWG could also be used as a methodological research instrument to investigate evidence-based practices in our field. The three other assessment tools available (Bennett et al., 2014; Jamieson & Simmons, 2003) do not assess the depth and breadth of language structures in the same way as the CWG and are therefore limited in their ability to be useful in classroom-based intervention research. To conduct accurate research on strategies that will increase students' language skills in the classroom setting, researchers need validated assessments to serve as research instruments to document progress and assist in data collection and analysis. The CWG test could be administered to an expanded population (e.g., English Language Learners) that appears to have deficits in English grammar acquisition and paired with an intervention that has been shown to increase grammar instruction, such as Language for Learning (Bennett et al., 2014; Englemann & Osborne, 2008; Luckner & Cooke, 2010) . Pairing technological interventions with an emerging research base that target grammar concepts, such as LanguageLinks (Cannon et al., 2011; Wilson, 2007) has also been recommended (Beal-Alvarez & Cannon, 2014) and may provide an avenue to increase syntax and morphology skills for students who are DHH. 
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